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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1. Applicant's election of Group I (claims 1-11) in the reply filed on 12/5/2005 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed 
errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse 
(MPEP§ 818.03(a)). 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 3/23/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. In response to apphcant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., attempting to 
access a computer and, an in response, sending a signal) (See Remarks: page 6, 3^^^* paragraph) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

4. In response to applicant's arguments that there is no basis in the references to reason 
from Floden or Kotola to arrive at the claimed solution (See Remarks: page 6, 3 paragraph), the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Regarding amended claim 1, e.g., Kotola discloses the claimed 
solution, i.e., to enable operation of the system. See e.g., Kotola's Abstract where it discloses 
controlling a BLUETOOTH device from a different BLUETOOTH device wherein the 
controlled device executes received commands, hence, enabling operation of the system. 
Regarding amended claim 4, e.g., Kotola discloses the claimed solution, i.e., to enable use of the 
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remote processor-based system. See e.g., Kotola's Abstract where it discloses controlling a 
BLUETOOTH device from a different BLUETOOTH device, hence, enabling use of the system. 
Regarding amended claim 9, e.g., Kotola discloses the claimed solution, i.e., to enable access to 
the system. See e.g., Kotola's Abstract where it discloses controlling a BLUETOOTH device 
from a different BLUETOOTH device, hence, by controlling the device is enabling access of the 
system. Regarding the use of Floden to arrive at the claimed solution, Floden discloses enabling 
operation, use and access to a system (col. 8, lines 21-44). 

5. In response to applicants arguments that references only concern themselves with 
authenticating wireless users, not preventing unauthorized users from accessing a computer 
system (See Remarks: page 6, 3^^ paragraph), it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., preventing unauthorized users from accessing a computer system) (See Remarks: 
page 6, 3^*^ paragraph) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Moreover, it is 
contended that when authenticating users from accessing a computer system, is preventing 
unauthorized users from accessing it since an advantage of authentication is for preventing 
unauthorized users. 

6. Furthermore, Applicant's arguments amount to a general allegation that the claims define 
a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims 
patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

7. For the reasons stated above, the rejection is maintained as stated in the last Office 
Action. Accordingly, this Action is made FINAL. 
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Specification 

8. The use of the trademark BLUETOOTH has been noted in this application (see e.g., page 
5, line 2). Each letter should be capitahzed wherever it appears and be accompanied by the 
generic terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent appUcations, the proprietary 
nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent their use in any manner 
that might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 8 is indefinite since it is unclear to what system the limitation "said system" is 
referring to since claim 4, from which claim 8 depends, discloses a processor-based system and a 
remote system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

11. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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12. Claims 1, 4, and 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Floden 
et al. (hereinafter "Floden"; Patent No.: 6,230,002). 

Regarding claim 1, Floden discloses a method comprising: receiving a wireless signal in 
a handheld device in response to a request to operate a processor-based system (col.. 8, lines 19- 
33; note that by requesting communication initiation, it is requesting operation of a processor- 
based system); accessing credential information in a subscriber information module (col. 8, lines 
33-37); and transmitting information related to said credential information to said processor- 
based system to enable operation of said system (col. 8, lines 40-44). 

Regarding claim 4, Floden discloses a processor-based system comprising: a wireless 
interface (Fig. 1; note the antenna); a subscriber information module (Fig. 1, reference 101; and a 
device, coupled to said module, to receive a wireless request to access a remote system (Fig. 1 ; 
col. 2, lines 5-14), to obtain credential information from said module (Fig. 1; col. 2, lines 5-14), 
and to provide said credential information to said remote processor-based system to enable use of 
said remote processor-based system (Fig. 1; col. 2, lines 5-14). 

Regarding claim 8, Floden discloses the system of claim 4 wherein said system is a 
cellular telephone (Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 9, Floden discloses an article comprising a medium storing instructions 
that, if executed, enable a processor-based system to: receive a wireless signal in a handheld 
device in response to a request to use a processor-based system (col.. 8, lines 19-33; note that by 
requesting communication initiation, it is requesting to use a processor-based system); and 
access credential information in a subscriber information module (col. 8, hnes 19-33); and 
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transmit information related to said credential information to said processor-based system to 
enable access to said system (col. 8, lines 19-33). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham \. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

15. Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kotola (Pub. No.: US 2005/0009469) in view of Floden. 

Regarding claim 1, Kotola discloses a method comprising: receiving a wireless signal in a 
handheld device in response to a request to operate a processor-based system (pages 1-2, 
paragraph [0009], page 3, paragraphs [0026]-[0027]); and transmitting information related to 
said credential information to said processor-based system to enable operation of said system 
(page 3, paragraphs [0026]-[0027]). 
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Kotola fails to disclose accessing credential information in a subscriber information 
module. Kotola, however, suggests that other methods of authorization information distribution 
can be used to suit the level security required. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Floden discloses receiving a wireless signal in a 
handheld device in response to a request to operate a processor-based system (col.. 8, lines 19- 
33); and accessing credential information in a subscriber information module (col. 8, lines 33- 
37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to access the credential information of Kotola in a subscriber information 
module. 

One of ordinary skill in this art would have been motivated to access the credential 
information in a subscriber information module because it would secure the transmission and 
prevent fraud. 

Regarding claim 2, in the obvious combination, Kotola discloses including receiving a 
wireless signal pursuant to a protocol with a relatively short range to generate said wireless 
signal (Abstract; Figs. 1-2). 

Regarding claim 4, Kotola discloses a processor-based system comprising: a wireless 
interface (Fig. 1, note the antenna); and a device, to receive a wireless request to access a remote 
system, to obtain credential information (pages 1-2, paragraph [0009]; page 3, paragraphs 
[0026]-[0027]), and to provide said credential information to said remote processor-based system 
to enable use of said remote processor-based system (page 3, paragraphs [0026]-[0027]). 
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Kotola fails to disclose a subscriber information module. Kotola, however, suggests that 
other methods of authorization information distribution can be used to suit the level security 
required. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Floden discloses a processor-based system 
comprising: a wireless interface (Fig, 1; note the antenna); a subscriber information module (Fig. 
1, reference 101; and a device, coupled to said module, to receive a wireless request to access a 
remote system (Fig. 1; col. 2, Unes 5-14), to obtain credential information from said module (Fig. 
1; col. 2, Unes 5-14), and to provide said credential information to said remote processor-based 
system to enable use of said remote processor-based system (Fig, 1; col. 2, lines 5-14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate in the processor-based system of Kotola a subscriber 
information module as suggested by Floden. 

One of ordinary skill in this art would have been motivated to incorporate in the 
processor-based system a subscriber information module because it would secure the 
transmission and prevent fraud. 

Regarding claim 5, in the obvious combination, Kotola discloses wherein said wireless 
interface is a short-range wireless interface (Abstract; Figs. 1-2). 

Regarding claim 7, in the obvious combination, Kotola discloses wherein said wireless 
interface includes an antenna (Fig. 1). Kotola in combination with Floden fail to disclose a 
dipole antenna. 

However, the Examiner takes Official Notice of the fact that it is notoriously well known 
in the art to use dipole antennas. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
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in this art at the time of invention by applicant to incorporate the antenna of Kotola/Floden as a 
dipole antenna because they are more cost-effective if, e.g., manufacturing a mass production, 
since they are less expensive than other known antennas. 

Regarding claim 8, in the obvious combination, Kotola discloses wherein said system is a 
cellular telephone (pages 2-3, paragraph [0022]). 

Regarding claim 9, Kotola discloses an article comprising a medium storing instructions 
that, if executed, enable a processor-based system to: receive a wireless signal in a handheld 
device in response to a request to use a processor-based system (pages 1-2, paragraph [0009]; 
page 3, paragraphs [0026]-[0027]); and transmit information related to said credential 
information to said processor-based system to enable access to said system (page 3, paragraphs 
[0026]-[0027]). 

Kotola fails to disclose access credential information in a subscriber information module. 
Kotola, however, suggests that other methods of authorization information distribution can be 
used to suit the level security required. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Floden discloses an article comprising a medium 
storing instructions that, if executed, enable a processor-based system to: receive a wireless 
signal in a handheld device in response to a request to use a processor-based system (col.. 8, lines 
19-33); and accessing credential information in a subscriber information module (col. 8, lines 33- 
37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to access the credential information of Kotola in a subscriber information 
module. 
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One of ordinary skill in this art would have been motivated to access the credential 
information in a subscriber information module because it would secure the transmission and 
prevent fraud. 

Regarding claim 10, in the obvious combination, Kotola discloses further storing 
instructions that, if executed, enable the processor-based system to use a wireless protocol with a 
relatively short range to receive said wireless signal (Abstract; Figs. 1-2). 
16. Claims 3, 6, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kotola in combination with Floden (hereinafter "Kotola/Floden") as applied to claims 2, 5, and 9 
above, and further in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art. 

Regarding claim 3, Kotola/Floden disclose the method of claim 2 (see above). 
Kotola/Floden fails to disclose including receiving a wireless signal pursuant to a wireless 
protocol that has a range of approximately 10 feet. Kotola does disclose the wireless signal 
pursuant to the wireless protocol BLUETOOTH (Abstract; Figs. 1-2). 

Applicant's admitted prior art discloses one wireless protocol that has a range of 
approximately 10 feet is BLUETOOTH (Specification: page 2, line 25 through page 3, line 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to include receiving a wireless signal pursuant to the wireless protocol of 
Kotola/Floden that has a range of approximately 10 feet as suggested by Applicant's admitted 
prior art. 

One of ordinary skill in this art would have been motivated to include receiving a 
wireless signal pursuant to the wireless protocol that has a range of approximately 10 feet 
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because it would be in compliance with current and most up-to-date standards and procedures 
(note that AppUcant's admitted prior art cites BLUETOOTH Specification V. 1 .OB (2003)). 

Regarding claims 6 and 1 1, the limitations are rejected with the same grounds and for the 
same reasons and motivations stated above for claim 3. 

Conclusion 

17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marivelisse Santiago-Cordero whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7839. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfijl, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-7922. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center OEBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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